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DETAILED ACTION 

Examiner acknowledges a submission of the amendment and arguments 
filed on November 23, 2004. Claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 12 and 13 are amended. 
Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The ispecification shall conclude with one or more daims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 3 and 9 recite limitation "said voltage potential". There is 
Insufficient antecedent basis for these limitations in the claims. 

Objection 

Claims 7, 9, 12 and 17 are objected, since Applicant uses the term "active 
clamp network". Where applicant acts as his or her own lexicographer to 
specifically define a term of a claim contrary to its ordinary meaning, the written 
description must clearly redefine the claim term and set forth the uncommon 
definition so as to put one reasonably skilled in the art on notice that the 
applicant intended to so redefine that claim term. Process Control Corp. v. 
HydReclalm Corp., 190 F.3d 1350, 1357, 52 USPQ2d 1029, 1033 (Fed. Cir. 
1999). The temri "active clamp network" in claims 7, 9, 12, and 17 is used by the 
claims to mean "switching off network", while the accepted meaning is "a circuit 
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that adds a fixed bias to a wave at each occurrence of some predetermined 
feature of the wave so that the voltage or current of the feature is held at, or 
"clamped" to some specified level." (The Authoritative Dictionary of IEEE 
Standard Terms, 7^^ Ed., 2000). The term is indefinite because the specification 
does not clearly redefine the term. 

For purpose of examination, the claims limitations are interpreted as 
"switching off network". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, If the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claim 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Li 
et al. (US 6,624,660) in view of Lin et al. (US 6,473,282) and Miyamoto (US 
4,905,199). Li et al. disclose following elements of Claim 1 including an 
integrated circuit having: a substrate (P-SUB in Fig. 2B), a power rail (Vss in Fig. 
3) and a latchup control isolation network electrically coupled to the substrate, 
the latchup control isolation network adapted to electrically Isolate the circuit from 
the power rail (col. 6, lines 36 - 67). It further discloses an active clamp network 
(elements 58, 64 and 52 in Fig. 3). However, it does not disclose isolating a sea 
of gates. Lin et al. disclose a sea of gates (elements 1 and 2 in Fig. 1, 8, 9, 10) 
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being isolated by the latchup control isolation network (elements 3, 31 and 32 in 
Fig. 3). Both references have the same problem solving area, namely providing 
the latchup isolation. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the Li et al. 
solution by adding the sea of gates according to Lin et al., because as well 
known in the art, in modern electronics the circuit block include plurality of gates; 
so the latchup protection circuit should being able to isolate the whole block with 
plurality of gates. As to the claim limitation: "isolating sea of gates from said 
power supply in response to latchup event on said substrate", Miyamoto 
discloses (see fig. 13A and 13B, col. 6, line 3 - col, 7, line 9) that any latchup 
event involves flowing of substantial currents in the substrate and development of 
noticeable voltage drops in the substrate. Therefore, involvement of substrate in 
the latchup events is inherent in the latchup effect. 

Claims 7, 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Li et al. in view of Lin et al. and Miyamoto and Blossfeld et al. (US 
5,530,394). Claims 7 and 12 differ from Claim 1 rejected accordingly by their 
limitations of an active switching off network. Blossfeld et al. disclose the active 
switching off network (elements T14. T7, T9, T1 1 , nD in Fig. 8, col. 6, line 39 - 
col. 7, line 37) connected to the substrate (see Fig. 5). It further discloses turning 
off the latchup control isolation network, when connected in the prior step, 
thereby isolating the power rail from the protected circuit (col. 6, line 39 - col. 7, 
line 37). Both references have the same problem solving area, namely providing 
the latchup protection to the circuit (see col, 7, Iine64 - col. 8, line 2 in Blossfeld 
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et al.). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have further modified the Li et al. solution by 
adding the switching off circuit of Blossfeld et al., because as Blossfeld et al. 
state (col. 1, lines 11 - 31, col. 7, line 64 - col. 8, line 2), such solution provides 
the latchup protection to the system having multiple voltage supply sources. 

Regarding Claims 3, 9, 14 and 17, Li et al. disclose the latchup control 
isolation network being turned off thereby isolating the protected circuit block 
from the power rail when the voltage potential equals or is greater than a first 
predetermined value (col. 6, lines 36 - 67). 

Regarding Claims 4, 10, 15 and 18, Li et al. disclose the first 
predetermined value as being Vdd + Vbe (col. 6, lines 5-15). 

Regarding Clainns 5, 11, 16 and 19, the explanation given by Li etal. (col. 
6, lines 5-15) regarding the NMOS transistor (element 14 in Fig. 2A and B) cab 
be extended to the PMOS transistor (element 12 in Fig. 2A and B) with changing 
Vdd + Vbe to Vss - Vbe due to well known in the art mirror identity of 
NMOS/PMOS, NPN/PNP schematics. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have further 
modified the Li et al. solution by adding the second predetermined value of Vss - 
Vbe for protection against latchup developing from the PNP parasitic transistor, 
because as well known in the art. due to the mirror identity of NMOS/PMOS, 
NPN/PNP schematics the same considerations of the latch up process initiation 
are valid for PNP parasitic transistor with Vss voltage playing the same role as 
Vdd for NPN transistor. 
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Regarding Claim 6, Li et al. disclose the latchup control isolation network 
including the inverter circuit (element 64 in Fig. 3 playing the role of inverter with 
regard to element 52). 

Regarding claims 2. 8 and 13, Blossfeld et al. disclose the substrate 
having a first polarity (substrate p- in Fig. 5), the circuit including a well having a 
second polarity (n- and n+ wells in Fig. 5). Even though the Fig. 5 does not show 
a whole latchup protection circuit, by a way of analogy, it is implicitly suggested 
that the circuit of Fig. 8 is designed the same way, i.e. the latchup control 
isolation circuit is also electronically coupled to the wells shown in Fig. 5 and is 
adapted to electrically isolate the circuit from the power rail in response to 
latchup events on the substrate (col. 7, line 64 - col. 8, line 2, col. 6, line 39 - col. 
7, line 25). The sea of gates is disclosed by Miyamoto and isolating by the switch 
off circuit is disclosed by Blossfeld et al. (see rejection of Claim 1 above). The 
motivations for modification of the primary references are the same as above. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's Arguments have been given careful consideration but they are 
now moot in view of new ground of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated tlie new ground(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
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See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not nnailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Zeev Kitov whose current telephone number 
is (571 ) 272 - 2052. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 4:30. If 
attempts to reach examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian Sircus can be reached on (571) 272 - 2800, Ext. 36. The fax 
phone number for organization where this application or proceedings is assigned 
is (703) 872-9306 for all communications. 



Z.K. 

01/26/2005 




